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BUSINESS MEETING

DEFENSF SECRETARY'S COMMISSION
ON
BASE REALIGNMENT AWD CLOSURE
9:00 a.m.

Meonday, Novembﬁr 28,

Washincton, D.C.
MEMBERS PRESENT:
HON. JACK EDWARDS, Co-Chairman
HON. ABRAHAM A. RIBICOFF, Co-Chairman
HON. W. GRAHAM CLAYTOR, JR.
DONALD F. ERAIB, JR.
HON. MARTIN R. HOFFMAN
GENERAL BRYCE POE, II, USAF (Ret.)
GENERAL DONN A. sTARRY, USA (Ret.)
HON. THOMAS EAGLETON
LOUIS CABOT
JAMES SMITH
 HON. RUSSELL TRAIN
ALSO PRESENT: i
HAYDEN BRYAN, Executive Director
DOUGLAS HANSEN, Research Dzrect01

RUSSEL MILNES, Counsel
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PROCEEDINGS

CHAIRMAN RIBICOFF: As we begin our second serlé;
of meetings to decide on base closures, I want to remind =
everyone that we afe making a transcript and the classifi&étio:
of our discussion is Secret.

Inasmuch as ouf data verification is still goiné
forward by the members and by the staff, wz should reccgnize
that the decisions made today are tentative. We should bhe
able to finalize them on December 13th.

Chairman Edwards, do you have any comment?

CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Ye got a letter from Admiral Rowden saying that he
couldn't be here today, but expressing some views. And did
that letter get around to everybody?

MR. BRYAN: I am passing it out.

CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: I think, Mr. Chairman, the
letter ought to be made part of the record.

CHAIRMAN RIBICOFF: So ordered.

(The material referred to follows:)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
20 F ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202} 628-3300
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MEMORANDUM FOR CO-CHAIRMEN RIBICOFF AND EDWARDS

SUBJECT: Commission Business Meeting--28 and 29 November 1988

I will be in London at the next business meeting of the Commission on 28 and 29
November. 'While I can return for the meetng it may not be efficient to do so.
Therefore, I am writing this letter 1o provide a short precis of my meeting with Secretarv
Ball and my views on several issues before the Commission.

As you had asked, I called on the Secretary of the Navy on 16 November. I
reported 10 him that the cooperation between the Navy and the Commission Staff had
improved over time and was now viewed as satisfactory. At the same time there was a
general feeling by many on the Commission that the Navy had not been as forthcoming as
possible in terms of base closures necessary to meet the constraints of a reducing budget.
The Secretary opined that his intent was, and in his view the actions of the Navy staff had
fully complied, 1o provide all honest and complete data on facilites requested by the
Commission Staff. He noted that effort on the part of the Services to provide a suggested
list of base closings had been forbidden. Therefore, he felt that the Navy had behaved
properly and rcspon51bly in the martter. [ noted that while all this might be the case the
view of the commissioners rmght be that more cooperadon in slimming down the Navy to

. meet furure budget crunches is necessary and in the absence of suggestions otherwise the
Commission might make recommendations for such a slim down. Should this be the case,
the Secretary might wish to exert some influence on choices for closure or realignment.
The Secretary agreed and indicated he would have a relook.

We discussed several specific issues:

a) The apparent proliferation of Naval Air Stadons particularly at Norfolk- and
Jacksonville.

—_—

b) The future utility of Moffet Field.

¢) The need for three Navy Recruit Training Centers - San Diego, Great Lakes and
Orlando.

d) The need for all Navy Laboratories with some special consideration for the
Naval Air Development Center, Warminister, PA.

' e) The issue of strategic homeporting and the utility of 3taten Island, Everet, San
Francisco and Gulf Coast bases.

f) Additional bases or facilities tha: might be wise candidates for closure should
. the economic payback so indicate (example: The Ordnance Station, Louisville, KY).
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g) The udlity of the U.S. Marine Corps Recruit Training Center at San Diego, CA.

h) Alienatives to the encroachment and air waffic problems at the U.S. Marine
Corps Air Stadon, El Toro, CA.

The Secretary was generally non-committal on offering up' facilities in the groups
mentioned above. He did agree that he would look at the issues 12 these cases. His
actions will be surfaced through the Navy and Commission Staff.

I would offer my personal views on several issues before the Commission should I
not be here for the business meeting on 28 and 29 November.

a) I fully support actions the Commission has taken so far specifically including:
closing Naval Station, Brooklyn, NY; parnial closure with relocation on Naval Station, San
Point, WA: and closure of Naval Hospital, Philadelphia, PA. -

b) I do not agree with action to close any of the eight Naval Shipyards.

¢) Action with respect to closing or realigning Naval Air Stations must await the
economic analysis. There has been no excess capacity ‘noted, therefore, changing the naval
air station structure will require expansion should a base closing be indicated.

d) Likewise, changes at the Recruit Training Commands will require new
constuction elsewhere. In the case of Great Lakes a number of facilides that are difficult
and expensive to move (i.c. ship main propulsion hot plants) will likely remain.

e) 1 favor the strategic homeport program because of dispersal and better
deployment toward the threat. The issue of the likelihood of the 600-ship navy can be key
to the extent strategic homeporting should be pursued. I see nothing in the charter of the
Commission that calls for speculation on the 600-ship navy. Rather, I see the 600-ship
navy as a force level reality. Consequently, I see linle maneuver room on the subject of

strategic homporting.

f) 1 believe there may be a few smaller naval installations that could be candidates
for closure or realignment. I think some of these will be forthcoming I will need to look
at these carefully but I would probably concur in the recommended actions.

I will contact the staff on Friday or Saturday (25 or 26 November) to ascertain if
you believe my presence would be worthwhile on the 28th and 29th.

Most sincerely,

Ao ot

illiam H. Rowden

LIt ; . .
E:*“‘ % QQE;F?ER ~ Vice Admiral, USN (Re)
SIERRETER FE R L
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* CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: You can all now have a copy of
it and see the views of Admiral Rowden.

We want to weicome Russ Train back. He has been
busy, aithough he hasn't necessarilv been in oOur Presence.
Russ; you've been looking through the environmental files,
I wonder if you micht make a comment in that regard.

MR. TRAIN: Thank you very muchk, Mr. Chairman.
Within the past week, I have had the opportunity to examine
the environmental files on all the sites under active
consideration for closure and realignment. When I say “all
the files, that's quite a lot. I think there were about
four cases came to ny office, about twelve larce volumes
three to four inches thick each, compiled by all of the
services.

Based upon this examination, it is my conclusion
that in all cases the services have done a conscientious
and thorough job in following the Commission's guidelines
governing the consideration of environmental factors. They
have in fact examined each base with resvect to the
specific criteria which we have set out, such as the
presence of endangered species, hazardous waste sites,
wetlands, histofic structures, and and water pollution, and

so forth.

1n the case of hazardous waste sites, they have

made at least a preliminary best estimate of the cost of

3 !P ﬁgu T
MHE. J;ﬁﬁ ELB
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cleaning up the sites. Overall, I was impressed and
gratified by the thoroughness of the environmental
consideration given by all the services.

It is certainly clear to me that ir no case does
the presence of environmental factors constitute a reason for
not closing or realigniﬁg the base in question. In accordance
with the base closure statute, the Secretary of Defense will
have an obligation under a modified NEPA process to fully
involve the public in the consideration of mitigation
measures where these are appropriate.

I would be glad to answer any quertions that anybody
might have on this examination.

CHAIRMAY EDWARDS: Are there any questions?

(No response)

CHAIRMAMN EDWARDS: Mr. Chairman, I would like to
remind the Commissioners -- and thank you, Russell. I would
l1ike to remind the Commissioners that paragraphs and sections
are now beinc mailed out by the staff for ou; review. And
under the agreéqgnt that we reached at the last meeting, all
of us should review what we get, and then General Poe and
Mr. Smith and I have been designated as the kind of a final
review to put the thing in final form, final draft.

1 would reiterate, so that as these sections come
to you, for goodness sakes, if you care to comment on them,

then get the work done. If you don't, that's fine. If you're

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. ~ ="
20 £ ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 626-3300




10

1

12

4

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

happy with them, that's fine. But we need to get your comments
ir so we can start to put it in final form.

Mr. Chairman, at the last meeting the Commission
wanted to take a look at one complete process for a base, and
I think that the staff is prepared to do that. 1Is that wrat
vou fellows wanted to do?

MR. HANSEN: Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: Well, let me just ask, are there
any other comments?

CHAIRMAN RIBICOFF: Before Mr. Hansen begins, I want
to make a point that, in the event there will become under
Giscussion anything concerning the El Torc Marine Air Station,
I want to be notified and I want to recuse myself. And I will
indicate why.

On May 2nd, 1988, I had delivered by hand the
following to the Honorable Frank C. Carlucci:

"Dear Frank: Our law firm has_recently merged with
the Los Angeles firm of O'Donnell and Gordon and the office
of Kaye; Scheler, Fierman; Hays, and Handler in Los Angeles,
california. Prior to this merger, O'annell and Gordon
represented the City of Newport Beach in various legal matters.
O0'Donnell and Gordon had been retained prior to the naming
of our Base Commission to represent the City of Newport
Beach, California; in connection with determining the

possibility and advisability of joint military and civilian

ALDERSON F :
20 F ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202} 628-9300 -
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use of El Toro Marine Air Station in Orange County to expand
commercial airline capacity of southern California.

*1 do not know whether the E1l Toro Marine Air
Station is within the purview of our work in connection with
the elimination of military.bases or whether this objective
by the City of Newport Beach is even in contemplation.
Naturally, I would take all steps not to be involved directly
or indirectly in any consideration or decision in connection
with the El Toro Marine Air Station. |

"Purther, for your information, I am not a partner
in Kaye, Sch-ler, Fierman, Hays and Handler and do not share
in its partnership or fees, but as special counsel am retained

on a salary basis.

"I await your advice as to how we should proceed on
this matter.

On June 6th, 1988; I received this letter from
Kathleen A. Buck; the General Counsel, Department of Defense:

"pDear Senator Ribicoff: This is ih reply to your
letter of May 27 1988; to the Secretary of Defense. In it
you described the recent merger of vour law firm and possible
complications that this may present for your work as the
Chairman of the Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment

and Closure.

npecause of the standards of conduct implications

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
20 F ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 {202) 628-9300
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cepacity as both the Gengral Copnsel of the.Department and
the designated agency ethics official for the Office of the
Secretary of Defense.

"The information you presented has been reviewed
in light of the duties encompassed by your role as Chairman
of the Commission. 7T conclude that the nature of your
affiliation with the firm of Kaye, Scholer, Fierman, Hays
and Handler and its merger partner; the firm of O'Donnell
and Gordon; does not present a standard of conduct problem.
As a member of the Commission; you are considered a 'special
government employee' and may not advise on matters in which
you have a personal financial interest.

"However, it is my opinion that you do not have
a financial interest in your firm's representation of the
City of Newport Beach, California. Accordingly, the recent
merger does not limit your services on the Commission.

"Although not required by the standards of conduct

.

laws to refrain from participating in Commission
deliberations involving the El Toro Marine Air Station, your
offer to do so is a wise precaution. This avoids the

remote possibility of an 'appearance of impropriety.' 1In
addition; you have already taken the more important
precaution of nlacing this issue on the table for review

and approval by my office.

»I trust this opinion resolves the concerns

f_‘ﬁ[ ; “ﬂ_}ﬁ EP;L"“}'?
T '. % " :. '—“"f.; ":.‘é
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addressed in your letter. I welcome any additional questions
that may arise in connection with your service to this
Department."

and I think that under the circumstances, if you
have any comment or any consideration of El Toro Marine Air
Base, I want to be notified and I will leave the room until
that is all completed, and I will not vote or take any action
on that particular project.

If there are any questions from the members of the
Ccmmission, I would be c¢lad to respond.

MR. HANSEN: For your information, sir, we will
hzve discussions, and we will let you know.

CHAIRMAN RIBICOFF: Will you please notify me in
advance.

MR. EAGLETON: Mr. Chairman, along the same lines,
may I state verbally -- it did neot dawn upon me until you
read the letter. I think you've done the right thing. 1
wish to recuse myself on any matter pertaining to the Scott
Air Force Base in or near Belleville, Illinois.

Our law firm of which I am.a salaried functionary
represents a big bank, and I'm bragging, in Belleville,
Illinois, that lends money to people in and around that base.
And although it doesn't represent any city there, nonetheless
it is a big bank that would like to see that base open.

Ergo, if there is any discussion of Scott Air

: ¢
ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
20 F ST.. N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-9300
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Force Base in Illinois, I will do the same thing as Abe:

will leave the room.

9

I

MR. HANSEN: Sir, for your information, at least

on the planned agenda, Scott Air Force Base is not on the

list. However, if it does come up I will let you know.

MR. EAGLETON: And may I have leave to put a letter

in the record at this point on this subject?
CHEAIRMAN EDWARDS: Without objection.
(The material referred to follows:)

{COMMISSION INSERT:)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
2 F ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) £28-3300
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December 8, 1988 202 837.C3sC

Honorable Jack Edwards

Honorable Abraham Ribicoff

Co-Chairmen

Defense Secretary's Commission on
Base Realignment andé Closure

1825 K Street, N.W.

Suite 310

Washington, D.C. 20006

Dear Jack and Abe:

This is to confirm myv previously anncunced recusal from
participation in any discussions or deliberations of the
Comrittee relative to the closing of facilities or discontunuance
of operations at either Scott Air Force Base in Belleville,
Illincis or the Army Ordinance Depot at Granite City, Illinois.
Such recusal is necessitated by my membership in the law

firm of Thompson & Mitchell of St. Louis, Missouri which

has an office in Belleville and serves numerous clients

in the St. Clair and Madison County, Illinocis areas.

Scott Air Force Base has a population of more than 18,000
pecple and employs approximately 11,000 military and civilian
personnel which is more than any other employer in St. Clair
County, Illincis. It is estimated that the Base has an
economic impact on the Yocal community in the excess of
$1,000,000,000 per year. Representative clients of our

firm are Union Electric Company, Illinois-American Water
Company, Illinois Bell Telephone Company, Magna Bank, Memorial
Hospital, Norfolk and Western Railway Company, and Illinois
Central Gulf Railroad Company, all of whom would be adversely
affected by a reduction in personnel or discontinuance of

any operations at Scott A.F.B.

Many of the above listed utility and transportation clients
would suffer similar hardships from a reduction in operations
at the Army's Ordinance Depot located in Granite City, Illinois
which employs over 3,000 military and civilian personnel.

“
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Hon. Jack Edwards E%? Jg.i% : EEED,

Hon. Abraham Ribicoff A}
December 8, 1988 :
Page twoO

"D

Because of potential conflicts with the economic interests

of our clients, I feel that it would be inappropriate for

me to participate in any discussions relating to those military
installations. Thus, I recuse myself from any deliberation

on the aforementioned installations. -

I ask that this letter be made pért of the hearing record
and relate back in time to the meetings of November 28 and
29, 1988. :

Yours very truly,

-

. ."ﬂ 1 ;L_‘ - (’/;
CUEd L ™

Thomas F. Eaglgton
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CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: I think both of you kind of
set the tone, and if others of us conclude as we deliberate
that something comes up that we have totally forgotten, and
it is entirely possible, that we certainly will entertain
any concerns of that nature.

Anything else before we move on?

(Nco response)

CHAIRMAN RIBICOFF: Mr. Hansen, you may proceed,
sir.

MR. HANSEN: Thank you, sir.

As Chairman Edwards said, one of the things the
staff took away from our last business meeting was the
sense that the Commission had not fully realized the extent
of the staff research, and that that had led to some
uncomfortableness with some of the conclusions the staff
had come_to. |

That is understandable. We had, in the interest
of time; in order to be able to go through 4,000 bases, if
you will, we’pad boiled literally thirties and forties and
tens and twenties of pages down to one or two pages, and

in fact therefore may have led to some uncomfortableness.

Wwhat I would like to take about a half an hour}
hopefully; to do this morning is to take you through one
Air Force base., This happens to be Pease Air Force Base,

which is one of the ones we have tentatively recommended

Fe= v,
[T ",t SoEE T T
ool ;:.‘_’__,"' T
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for closure.

And when I say take you through it, show you from
the beginning how we starfed off dealing with the general
subject and then how it applied to Pease Air Force Base as
far as inputs from the service on that; and hopefully then
give‘you the extent of the whele process.

So we began with what we eventually came to call
phase one.

(Viewgraph)

MR. HANSEN: Phase one. The first step we did was
+wofold, other than a hearing. We called the hearing and
asked the service secretaries to testify. At the same time,
we tasked the services to develop categories of bases, to
suggest criteria, most of which the service secretaries
addressed in their testimony to the Commission, and to submit
an inventory of bases.

(Viewgraph)

MR. HANSEN: While they were worki;g on that, we
took the testimgny cf the serﬁices and developed phase one
criteria for evaluation and briefed that to the Commission
at business meetings.

Phase one, if you recall, reguired two things: that
they submit a capacity analysis, and this is the form and the
guestions we asked them, basically to describe what excess
capacity would be and what it could be used for. And

Lol L
it e,
oo T e,
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secondly -
(Viewgraph)
MR. HANSEN: ~-- we developed a utility array that

required each category, with the exception of Task Force 6,

"all other," to report in the same format using the same 21

criteria and the five factors, and reguired them to give us
: )

-—

et cetera.

And that was developed in conjunction with and
approved by the Commission. It was developed by this

Commission.

And each service then had to report in on that. So
the next set of information we got then was the begiining of
the inputs from the services.

(Viewgraph)

MR. HANSEN: First we had asked them for cetegories
of bases. The Air Force told us, these are their categories
of bases, and for Peace Air Force Base that fell into the
offensive strategic category, and the subca%egory of bombers

and tankers. -

We next asked -- we had asked them for an
inventory of bases.

(Viewgraph)

MR. HANSEN: And in the strategic offense
category, they told us there was a Pease Air Force Base.

The next submission to us then were, hased upon ouxr
B e

ALDERSCOIN REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
20 F ST., N.W., \}Asmncron, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-8300




12

13

14

16

17

18

19

20

2

24

25

(ELASSIRED

evaluation criteria, we said, what is important about

Pease, f£ill out the arrays.
(viewgranh)

MR. HANSEN: Well, the first thing they

told us

about Pease, if you recall this one, this is the most

important measurement criteria for that type of a

So;thgy gave us this chart. ; . ot

(viewgraph)

MR. HANSEN: They also gave us the util

ir base.

ity array

and scme background information on Pease Air Force Base.

Tis information 1is Secret.

They said it was in a certain category,

what the mission was, told us the basic criteria

told us

and the

force structure assigned. And in this case, we have force

structure moving out, and so forth and so on. They then

£illed out the utility array.

(Viewgraph)

MR. HANSEN: In the category Mission Suitability,

which was thefirst of the five categories, they chose

weather, survivability, maneuver space, meaning ranges,

training,

and air refueling routes as the measurements for

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. =~
20 F ST.. N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-8300

and low level routes availability, bombing ranges,

mission
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In this case, Pease was

MR. BRYAN: Let me just interrupt to make one point,
that the weights are consistent within the category. They
were not allowed to adopt a weight for Pease Air Force Base.

MR. HANSEN: Exactly. This is a category-wide
weight, category-wide measures, category-wide scoring systems,
so we could check for consistency.

(Viewgraph)

MR. HANSEN: To show you when we get into the
facilities area what they chose, they chose -- we had
selected four types of facilities. They weighted them, came
up with the units of measure, showed what they needed, showed
what they had, and showed what that scbred.

Now, there were four or five other pages of this
we will skip over, and three other pages for the category,
okay. But the bottom line is that is how they came in, basec
upon our regquirements to report information. And of course,
this allows us to do the data checking, because when those
Commissioners who have gone to the field are checking this
availability and the reqguirement at the installation level,
if we went to Pease these would be the numbers you would see.
Moving on then -- i- , L B

. GENERAL POE: Excuse me. You also have a contractor

&

f |
checking. - Fr,,ﬁ_
. i IO
SR
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‘"'T!uan

LT -\t’.r) ]

[ Y . 2 s
ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
20 F ST., N.W.. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) §28-3300




10

1

12

4

15

16

17

18 |

19

21

24

v 1%

MR. HANSEN: Yes. a. ik

GENERAL ,POE: I think that's important for the
credibility, not just for the Commissioners, but a specific
program to check those figures by an outside source.

MR. HANSEN: An outside source on contract.

CHAIRMAN RIBICOFF: When you say a contractor, what
js the function of that contractor? what is his
expertness?

MR. HANSEN: His expertness, the contractor is the
logistics Management Institute, which is -- it's actually a
federally funded research center, put their main purpose is
logistics and installations business. So they are used to
seeing =-- they are engineers.

CHAIRMAN RIBICOFF: But they are a governmental
agency or an outside agency with a government contract?

MR. HANSEN: It's non-profit research. 1It's like

the Rand Corporation, sir. It's similar to the Rand

[N

Corporation.

GENERAL POE: I-think it's very important, because
there will be critics who say that you are the tool of the
military and you just took what they gave you, and this
means we did not take what they gave us, we went out and
looked and these people went out and looked.

MR. HANSEN: If you had been able to attend the

staff meetings with the services when we told them that we

'
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were going to do it this way and saw their reaction, you
would definitely know that they were not happy with this
process.

The main reason they weren't happy is because they
didn't know what it was going to produce, I think. That's my

own opinion, but they weren't sure what it was going to

produce.

HANSEN: By the services, and we will talk later

about that.

MR. SMITH: You did not change the

MR. HANSEN: We caused them to be changed in some

cases. In this case we did not.

MR. SMITH:

MR. HANSEN: .
The net

MR. SMITH: I guess I'm confused. Put the last

one you had up.

(Viewgraph)
MR. HANSEN: Yes.

MR. SMITH:

MR. BRYAN: It was the same number of points within

a category, which is the way we evaluated it.
Fomem o o

Bt -
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MR. HANSEN: I think the totalm It

—

could vary by category. It could vary by service.
What we were looking at is not raw scores. We did

not look to compare cross-category, cross-service. We were

only locking at relativeness to a like category.

MR. HANSEN{ We can address that later. You can

! change things slightly, but you can't make major changes.

N R S ] s s men BT R LT b e L M
L oy e P TR i

FLIEEN

MR. BRYAN: Let me just point out, the advantage of
this svstem is that, gves, you're exactly right, we can ;hange
the weights, but we cgn cr.ange the weights =-- we are not

{§| accepting a list, and in that sense we have the alternative

4

N\ and in fact in sope cases we ran our own weights for

comparative purposes.

MR. H&ﬁSEN: , If you recall previous conversations,

—

we relied on the services for two things.

AR N
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have any reasonable approach to say thatigﬁwrong. Y

MR. SMITH:

MR. HANSEN: But we had a way to check them, and

I will get into that Jager.. . i
3., . MR. EAGLETON: I think this is crucial, the point
raised by General Poe, and I'm as satisfied as he is. You're

not telling us that there is no element of subjectivity that

!

came into the Pentago"éiihput into these categories?

{ MR. HANSEN: Oh, no. o

MR. EAGLETON: You're not telling us that there is
that

this Commission staff applied to these judgments.- You're
not telling us that this is like, we will use the insurance
vernacular, where if someone is 62 years of age, male or
female, black or white; certain unarguable indicia, |
insurance policies may or may not be issued‘based upon
precise objective figures and objective conditions.

You're not telling us that what you have done and
what the Pentagon has done is similar to wkat an insurance t
'company does when it comes up with its actuﬁrial projections

" as to precise categories of individuals in the United States,

: by way of analogff are you?

MR. HANSEN: No. But thers are some analogies,
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sir. We have lots of objective data. We have shown you
some of it. We alsq_have expert advice.

MR. EAGLETO&: Is.that expert advice in the
nature of being subjective?

MR. HANSEN: Yes; it often is. I would opine that
in the insurance induétry the assumptions behind the
actuarial tables are based on exvert advice and are
subjective. They are not always right, either.

MR. EAGLETON: Are you familiar with the formula
that is used by the“Army Corps of Engineers called the

cost-benefit ratio?

MR. HANSEN: Yes, I've heard of cost-benefit

ratios. There are lots of cost-benefit ratios.

MR. EAGLETON: It's a’formﬁla to whicﬁ'they are
wedded and offer to the Congress as being a paragon of
objectivity. Yet it is immersed totally in both Army
Corps and senatorial and Congressional subjectivity. But
it is offered up as the formula to ena all formulas, and
it is pure.

MR. HANSEN: This is not a totally objective
process.

GENERAL POE: Well, Senator, I think one
important point is you get a subjective level of
importance of survivability. But.onée you accept that,

now you are objective. You know how long it takes those

ALDERSONWIEPORTING COMPANY, ING.-.- o © -+ ...
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missiles to get to that particular base and how long it takes
each type of aircraft to clear the ground after warning and

get off.

And so you move more rapidly, probably, than in

most systems into the objective.

MR. EAGLETON: I think Mr, Smith hit it on the

head. You can make it say what you want it to say.

And it's a result of the—that

were assigned in some cases.

MR. HANSEN: 1It's more, I think, a result of -- if
you would put the original array back up. 1It's more a
result of the comprehensiveness of our measurements.

(viewgraph) ‘

MR. HANSEN: If we had only stuck with the mission
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suitability, then you would never find some of those bases

cominag low.

What we did is we used a number of measures, some

of which did not get weighted as high as others, but

nevertheless a number of measures.i R F T M

But it's poor on facilities. That is what drags

v

you down. "'

And so it was the fact that we had a comprehensive

system to measure. And the other peoint I've got to make on
phase one is it wasn't designed to be the answer. It was

[y

never designed to be the answer.

' - It was designed to cut down on the number of

4

: s . LR [
pases we looked at in phase two, because phase two was the

hard part, finding locations and doing cost models of all
of the activities. Wz couldn't afford to do 4,000 cost
models or 4,000 relocation models.

(Viewgraph)

MR. HANSEN: Jumping ahead, then, the next step

- ?
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in the process, or jumping back to where we were, the next
step in the process was the staff's analysis of what we got.
And this is what we called our phase one books and briefed to
the Commission and sent ocut the day after. ,

The second partlof that was; of course, our dot .
diagram which we just discussed about, and so forth and so )
bn. _ L
: (Viewgraph) —

- MR. HANSEN: While we were doing that analysis,-we
were also working on developing decision rules for the next,
%%ep in the process.

(Viewgraph)

MR. HANSEN: And if you ;ecall, we sent these
phase two process rules out to you at roughly the same time
they were beihg drafted.

(Viewgraph)

MR. HANSEN: As part of the phase one bookslthat
we briefed, you will recall we said this catégory had excess
capacity and this did not. This in fact is page one of the
seven-page decision }ules we developed and sent to you. .

The first two elements of this were to determine
whether a base, a category, had excess capadity. And we
briefed and sent to you tﬁose which did and these which did
not.

And to determine, if the category did have excess

o ew
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capacity,-to determine a.target number of bases to review in
phase two; and we briefed that alsoc to you. Sometimes it was
one, sometimes five, et cetera.

The Commission again decided that, and so based
on the information we received, we made a determination
there was no excess capacity or there was, and if there was
we told the services how many bases to review in that
category during phase two.

So we then began that part of phase two.

(Viewgranoh)

MR, HANSEN: Where the services were then tasked
to follow the rules that we had set up, the seven pages with
the rules, beginning after we had told them whicﬁ ones to do,
and to come back to us and tell us which activities there
were at these bases we told them to look at, what activities
had to be relocated, identify potential receiving bases and
their mission enhancement scores, select the best options,
and do payback analyses, et cetera, or a rodgh payback
analysis, and to track what we call the capacity reserves,
which is as you went through the category you started off
with a sort of pot of excess capacity, maybe located in
different places.

As you made movements, you had to keep track of
what was going on. It was sort of like a balance, a ledger

sheet. 1t used to have some and now it doesn't, but it's

iR SR 1. Lhoaw H
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been moved over here, and so forth and so on.

(Viewgraph) |

MR. HANSEN: So therefore, the next thing we
received was input from the services. Following the decision
rules, we also gave them blank forms to fill out, and this
is the filled-in blank forms. It started with an

installation summary.

This one again is Pease Air Force Base. It said
that the main activities that had to be moved were the 509th
Air strategic category squadron and the refueling sguadrons.
And there were a few smaller activities which we said we
would leave for the Secretary of Defense to implement, but
we found out what they were, too, and their size.

(Viewgraph)

MR. HANSEN: The input then was, where am I going
to put this stuff? Pezse Air Force Base again, this is an
activity summary. This is, where could I put the 509th
Air Refueling Squadron and be good about it, okay. And
these are the options.

There were ten options, ten places that the Air
Force said are possible locations for this air refueling
squadron. And these are the seven possiﬁle ways you could

improve the mission effectiveness of that sguadron if you

put it there.

And in essence; what you had was you had two kinds

r at
sy N
o s
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of options with this. There were tankers. Tankers have a
role of fueling bombers. You could keep the sguadron together
in one place, which would reguire a lot of construction and

be costly, or you could »lace the tarkers nearer their or with
their bombers and incur very little cost and actually improve
the mission effectiveness of the tankers.

So the option that the servicé selected was to split
them up. |

(Viewgraph)

MR. HANSEN: They also came back with a migration
diagram, which we designed. That is why you notice the
similarity in migration diagrams two week; ago. This is the
migration diagram for Pease. It shows two tankers, roughly,
except for Fairchild getting six, moving around to keep the
cost of operations down and get those tankers nearer where
their bombers are or with them. That is the best option
drill.

(Viewgraph)

MR. HANSEN: Finally, they came back ané told us,
after the before and after, capacity-wise for that category
of where things are. And you'll notice Pease mostly down
near the bottom used.to have some excess capacity and now
it's closed.

If it's closed or recommended for closure, that

means it's empty. Therefore, you could in faet fill it back
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up with something else if we wanted to by doing a cross-
service drill. And that is part of our process, too.

MR. SMITH: Llet me ask one guestion on that step,
because I think we may get challenged on that step. Ané that
is, the option selected, were they service-provided ovtions
or did we generate, the staff generate, some of its own
options?

MR. HANSEN: 1It's a combination. First off, the
decision rule said the services in phase one came and told
us where their excess capacity was. What our decision rule
said is that in general you should try to move into your
excess capacity.

Now, in this case they tried that. They also
chose other options, all right. So we have a way to look at
whether they looked at all of the excess capacity options.
But in this case, where they went to the other options, we
did not have a check. So it is a mixed result.

GENERAL POE: We déid comment to the services, for
example the Adir Force, look and see whether or not the
basic test eguipment could accsept more aircraft, which, you
know, there's an understandable reluctance to break up a
unit.- it's less of a problem in SAC. It's a very serious
problem in some other organizétions.

'so whether -- I think they probably looked at that

anyway, but that suggestion was made.

N
v, : L
- - [ e b
-
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MR SMITH: The one thing that caused me some
concern when we looked at this last time after the session
was over was that we're closing three bases in Califcrnia,
and when you looked at options for any one of those bases,
you did not look at the option of putting it in one of the
bases you were closing in California.

and I can't remember the specifics, but we looked
at George and there were seven options for what you do with
the airplanes coming ou£ of George. Not a single option
looked at putting them at another base that we were closing

in California.

MR. HANSEN: But in the Norton case we didé. You
see, Norton went to March.

MR. SMITH: It's obvious to me that if we come
up with a list that we're going to close three bases in
California and we're going to spread those, take those
assets and move them out of the state, why didn't we look
at closing two bases and consolldatlng the resources from
three bases onto one base and stay in California, just so
that we're mak;ng some kind of a claim that we did look at
all the potential options.

GENERAL POE: One of the problems is california
has the same survival problem that Pease does.

MR. SMITH: Well, some of it was survivability

and some of it wasn't.

’ el e
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MR. HANSEN: €ir, we looked at about -- affected
seven air bases in California, and we shifted. 1In all cases,
we shifted around witﬁin california. So I think we've done
what you said.

In other words, it wasn't George into March. It
f-- - L.

was Norton into March, it was Mather into“ into
Beale. All of those are California air bases. So 1 tﬁink

we did exactly what you said. We shifted around our assets
within California within the Air Force bases.

MR. SMITH: Well, as I recall, we made the decision
of a recommendation to close George, and we did not look at
an option of basing the assets at éeorge at another California
base.

MR. HANSEN: _Primarily because Norton had already
filled it up. I mean, it denends upen which one you did first
is really what happens.

MR. SMITH: Well then, we jooked at it and excluded
it as an option. I think what we need to sa& is that we |
1ooked at the option of putting it in another California base
and that was not a viable candidate, for these reasons,
becauée 1 can tell you‘right now, if you're goingto close
three bases that close together and move assets outside the
state, you need to say why you didn't shuffle those assets

around.

MR. HANSEN: Very few of the assets moved outside

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. - B
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the state.

MR. SMITH: But some did.

CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: I think what Jim is saying is
extremely important. Politically, we're going to run into
certain hornet's nests,_and this is an Achilles heel. 2And 1
think that you need to have, for any of us who have to deal
with this, clearly set out why you did what you did. I think
he's on target.

MR. SMITH: I think you can fix what you &id very
easily by saying, we looked at option ten, which was to put
the George assets at X California base and the cost to do
that was prohibitive or you couldn't do it with what you've
got.

Just so long as your list of potential bases for
stationing is encompassing enough to forestall these kinds
of political arguments.

MR. HANSEN: I think what we can do is perhaps
when we write the recommendations up we can deal with the
California Air Force bases as a regional thing and talk about
how all the shuffles were done, and then go down into the
detailed recommendations.

CHAIPMAN EDWARDS: And then if it's true, to be
able to say that we made a conscious effort to leave in
state those discombobulated divisions or sections.

MR. HANSEN: I'm not sure how conscious it was.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. .-
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We would-have to check it.

MR. CRAIB: Well, we were looking at the possibility
of moving some Marine Corps units into some of these closed
Air For-<e bases.

MR. HANSEN: Marine Corps units to be unnamed?

MR. CRAIB: At the present time.

GENERAL POE: There's another point here, too,
and that is California bases more than most other areas had
excess. So vhat yoﬁ did when you moved people into places
like March was you protected that base. And they must
understand that as well. You made the base less vulnerable
where you had more vulnerable bases out there. So that's
another point you need to make. All that's very important.

CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: Yes, that question is surely
coming, and that's when I'm going to go to the rest room
and Abe's going to have to answer it.

(Laughter)

CHAIRMAN RIBICOFF: You're younger, you don't have
to go as often. ‘

CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: I just want to be sure that he
has in front of him the California case, if you will.

MR. HANSEN: Yes, sir, we will have iﬁ.

The next step then was staff analysis again.
(Viewgraph)

MR. HANSEN: This is what we showed you for

ALDERSON REPORTINGWOMPANY, INc. . © P
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Pease Air Force Base and this is what you have actually voted,
why you voted to close Pease. And we won't show you the

rest of the detailed charts we made up for that, because you've
already seen it.

(Viewgraph)

MR. HANSEN: The next step before we could actually
produce the chart that we showed you cn Pease, we had to run
this option, all this package of options, if you will, for
Pease and.all other bases, through the cost model. Now, the
cost model calculates all of the savings, all the cost
increases at the gaining bases, all ithe cost increases and
decreases at losing bases.

It arrays them in a one-time cost, steady-state
savings, and payback. It iﬁcorporates discount factors,
which is the time value of money or the value of money over
time, and inflation estimates. And it includes, the model
includes, approximately 90 cost factor elements.

Now, these cost factor elements aré the same for
all bzses in & service and often the same for the whole
Department. They come from areas such as the Depariment of
Defense publishes annually and sends to Congress and the
world a thing called the Cost Factors Manual, and it basically
says, on average.it costs us X number of dollars a sguare
foot to build a gymnasium, X number of dollars to build

hemm o

administrative space, and so on. AR g
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Those were the figures that we used. We have
standard figures for movement of personnel. We have standard

figures for movement of things, transportation of things,

and those were the kind of estimating factors that we used.

Our goal was not.so much accuracy, budget level
accuracy, as it was consistency., 8° that we made consistent
recommendations. If we were off by ten percent high or low,
that should move everybody up by ten percent high or low and
therefore the decision is still a valid decision. aAnd so
consistency was more the gocal than accuracy.

and doing any estimating at this stage with the
information we had, we're talking about doing construction
estimates without ever doing site surveys, no design, so forth
and so on. We clearly could not come up with 2 budget level

estimate.

CHAIRMAN RIBICOFF: How many cost factor elements
are there? |

MR. HANSEN: About 90.

CHAIRMAN RIBICOFF: So every one of the factors
are involved with this one?

MR. HANSEN: Not always.

CHAIRMAN RIBICOFF: But this one ﬁere you said
includes approximatel& 99 cost factor elements?

MR. HANSEﬁ: I'm sorry, sir. The whole model

includes 90. Not every option would trigger all factors.

i e

i R
N i
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CHAIRMAN RIBICOFF: I know, but how many factors
are there generally, if every one was going to be
triggered?

MR. HANSEN: 90. This is not just Pease, sir.
This is the whole model. I don't know how many Pease
triggered, but it would be less than 90 probably.

(Viewgraph)

MR. HANSEN: This is the model's answer sheet.
This is again page 1 of a seven-page answer sheet, but it
gives all the information, some of which we summarized:
pavback years, land value, net present value, one-time
savings, et cetera.

And that is the numbers that we had for Pease,
and so it's a very extensive cost modeling also.

(Viewgraph)

MR. HANSEN: The last step in our process was
one that wasn't the last step, in essence. It was ongoing
all the time, called the validation. validation by the
staff was itefétive; and let me tell you. We treated the
services' input with a larce degree of skepticism, and we
have challenged them, got revised input.

vYou asked if we had ever challenged the weightings
and got revised input. The answer is yes. We challenged
measures and got revised inppt. We challenged rating

systems and got revised input. We sometimes challenged the
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revised input and got revised revised inputs.

And again, if you could listen, be the fly on the
wall, in some of the more senior people;s offices in the
Pentagon, I'm sure we are not very well loved over here. We
are dragging them back constantly, because we are treating
everything with skepticism.

We also brought together what we ended up calling-
outside validation teams, teams of experts or te;ms of
people who understood the Department, but who had not been
part of developing the process, who came to us late, whc are
not beholden to the Department for any job, like myself, anc
said: Here, look at it, tell us what you think, and asked
them to check it for -- be an auditor, check it for
consistency, be a reasonable man, say, would a reasonable
man accept this.

and many of the challenges came from that process,
but not all. 1In the case of the Air Force, Jeff, working

Y

with me and others on the staff, are challenging on our own

—

rights.
MR. EAGLETON: Who were these reasonable men?
MR. HANSEN: The reasonable men were outside
validators.

MR. EAGLETON: Not the names, but where do you

find these guys?
MR. HANSEN: Well, they came to us by a variety of

ALDERSON REPORTIN
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means. To be honest, most are retired military. But they are
not currently -- they were not currently under the employ of
the Department in most cases, retired admirals, retired
generals, retired captains,Acolonels, et cetera, for the most
part retired civilians.

CHAIRMAN RIBICOFF: What does "LMI" stand for?

MR. HANSEN: That's the Logistics Management
Institute we spoke of earlier. We used the Logistics
Management Institute. We talked about weights, how we checked
weights or how we applied a reascnable man approach to
weights.

We asked LMI to bring together another set of
outside experts, different from the ones we eventually brought
together, and they sat down and they said -- they took our
value array, 21 categories, and said for each type of hase --
maneuver, ground bases, air bases, depots, so forth and so
on -- what would you do as weights, sort of a collective

[

exercise.

And they gave them to us, and the outside validators
were handed those outside developed weights and said, why
don't you apply those weights to the scores and the values you
got from the service and see what you get. And for the most
part, wé've got pretcty good matches.

Now, I will not tell you that no base ever moved.

That's not true. But what we did find in general was that
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the movement occurred in blocks. You had sort of bands. You
had the two band of bases, the middle band of bases, which
is usually there} and then the bottom band of bases. You can

by changing weights like that, you can make movements like

that.
But you could not take the top base and make it the

bottom and make the bottom base the top without totally
changing the raw data or something like that. So I think in

general we got a good feeling for it.

well, it reaily vesrt (R

_ It was we had a gentlemen's disagreement over the

. —

_ and where we couldn't resolve that in a

reascnable man approach we came to you and said, there's a

problem here.

And so I think I've really concluded; other than
the fact that we are, as General Poe points out, the
Commissioners and this outside contractor are going out and
have gone out and checked data and will continue to go out

and check data until we're finished.;wu'”
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i I think what I was trying to do with this was to

get you comfortable that our process works. _

—

And that's

exactly what we did; and we will brief you on that today.
But where the process did work; we have gone only

into single examples, And so I think we have a defendable,

logical process. It is not the only process we could have
developed; but I think clearly we could say it's a good
process; that it is not based on political bias, it is
based upon objective factors with subjective uses of
expertise.

And to the best of our ability, we've been

checking it hard for inconsistencies, for reasonableness,

and for the raw data.

GENERAL POE: May I make one comment on the
validation, Mr. Chairman. I notice the effect the
validation had just between my first visit and my second

visit. It was very interesting.

On the first visit; there was an indication that
in a very short time a lot of things had been done at the
higher headquarters; without reference to the field. ©On
the second visit, we had members of the higher headquarters

there. That's the interest level that had been raised
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20 F ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-9300




R

10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

24

greatly.

and I think there's a folklore abroad that says
that commanders of wings and divisions and people like that
are always running around trying to please higher
headguarters. I think Donn might agree with me, there's
r.othing that could be further from the truth. They are very
independent, hard-nosed guys, and they're looking out for
that division and so forth.

They aren't worried about base closures. They're
worried about the proper facilities and the ability to do
their mission.

And so I believe that the validation process had
improved the minds of so many at headquarters in several
services, where they said that information has really got to
come from the roots, the grassroots.

And in both of my second, the Air Force and Army
base, on my second visit I noticed.an improvement, just
because the validation process had triggered that and made
them go down at-least one more step to get information. I
don't think any of the information I saw changed position.
As you say, it probably left them.

But it sure made me feel better, because these quiet
people -were gsitting in the back of the room hoping they
weren't going to be embarrassed any more than they had

already, from either headguarters SAC or wherever.
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CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: 1Is it your belief, then, that
we have had all the data that we needed?

. MR. BEANSEN: We probabiy had more data than we
needed.

CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: Without regard to whether we
agree that one or the other service was totally responsive,
have you nevertheless gotten from the services all the
information you sought?

MR. HANSEN: Yes, we have, in all cases.

CHAIRIMAN EDWARDS: Are you saying to us that,
having gotten all of that raw data, that you then had two or
more occasions to look over the shoulder of the services, to
validate what vou finally have come to us with?

MR. HANSEN: In some cases. I mean, we have not
challenged everything absolutely. We challenged what didn't
look right to us. And often we would challenge something,

then come back; and we would go, we're still not satisfied,

.

do this, do that.

And we got a lot of help from the Commissioners on
that. In essence; it becomes a drill in knowing how to ask

the right questions, and the Coemmission has been very

helpful in that regard.

CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: Something that made it through

to phase two and has come to this table has been validated

two or more times?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
20 F ST., N.W., WASHINGTON., D.C. 20001 (202) §28-9300




o

10

I

12

13

14

1%

16

17

18

19

20

3

24

MR. HANSEN: Easily.

CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: Do you have a feeling =-- and I
know we're going to discuss this later, or 1 assuﬁe we will --
that anything was held back that would affect an ultimate
closure decision? |

MR. HANSEN: I'm not so sure about an alternate.

CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: No, i said "ultimate."

MR. HANSEN: Perhaps. That gets down, I think, from
if I understand your guestion correctly, that gets down to did
we get absolutely everything there was to get. I don't think
I could say that.

Is what we got defendable, logical? Yes, I think
1 can say that.

CHEAIRMAN EDWARDS: We're going to Congress, the
Secretary and presumably then to Congress, ‘with a result.
and we will go with the justification of that result in our
report, the appendix, as = understand your plan.

MR. HANSEN: That's correct. \

.CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: There is a need, I think -- and
this touches on Mr. Smith's concern == that goes beyond
justification. We will just talk about the california
situation for a minute.

In addition to the normal justification that you
would put together for a base or a series of bases that are

involved in movement, that we be able to go beyond, behind

- - R
[

L
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that justification, into some of the raw data or some of
the other material that would allow us to further justify,
if you will, some of these decisions.

MR. HANSEN: Are you speaking of after the actual

final report or of putting it into the final report?

CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: I'm speaking of defense of the
report, defense of the ultimate ‘product of this Commission,
in a way that we have at our fingertips or nearby the ability
to answer any of those kinds of questions.

MR. HANSEN: We will create a file on every base
which will have in it every piece of paper we ever received
about that base, expunged of any information about the base
that we did not deliberate on, so that the information we
have is about the installation we affected and no more, no
less.

But clearly, every piece of paper we have,
including the staff's analysis, outside validated comments on)
~- complete files, yes, sir. And I think tﬂat once the
staff finishes the effort of drafting the final report, we
can then turn the staff on to defense of that report and not
only create the files, but create the papers that will help

you.

MR. CABOT: Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that
when we're thinking about this report and defending it, we've

got two things. One is the process that we have been talking

‘h'u.\)“‘_:"‘ ..
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about, but secondlv we need to have what I will describe as
sort of like a little brief which defends each specific base,
the recommendation for it.

And we're smart enough to figure out what the
arguments are going to be in each case, like the one we just
described in California, and try to deal with those arguments.
And each case is going to be different.

But we need to have a report which will stand base
by base agaihst the criticisms that are going to come up base
by base. That would be the way I would visualize it.

CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: And that is what I assume the
justification will in fact encompass.

MR. BANSEN: The justificatién in the final report
will hopefully address most issues. However, I would, subject
to your concurrence, I would think we would want to leave out
some of the more obvious political ones, because I think to
put them in our report would be to give it a political cast
that may not be advisable. ‘

And I think --

MR. CABOT: But where we're charged to consider
regional considerations, that's political. But we are charged
to consider it, so we Setter talk about it.

MR. HANSEN: Yes, we can talk about it in gengral.

The process that we aeveloped did not have a

geographical cast to it. It was based on military mission

.l
-
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and not geographics. However, as you've seen, what we have
done so far, maybe through some sort of luck, I don't know,
has come out fairly regionally balanced.

MR. EAGLETON: Doug, you said, ‘I think about five
minutes ago, that as a result of the formula and its
promulgation and its deQelopment and its implementation and
its execution, what has been done is, to use your woras,
defendable and logical.

Yet, we know, based on the last meeting, that the
recommended discussion of the dot charts -- there were
instances where good bases got bad dots and were recommended
for closure and where stinky bases got good dots and were

recommended for salvation.

And we had some discussion about this amongst
ourselves. So the formula isn't always defendable and
logical. It is sometimes defendable and sometimes logical.

MR. BEANSEN: I think, sir, to counter it if I could,
and I don't want to argue with you, but the focus of many of

the Commission's discussions on a certain base tended to

focus on one element of it: How could

when it's the best training area? Well, training area was

only one of the 21 elements,
What I'm saying is, on the balance, right, it
scored lower because it isn't good in the other elements.

It's the best in that one element.
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‘Now, we did not focus on those best bases, and I
think in general, and it will be part of our analysis in
general, I think we closed bases for mission reasons and not
for building reasons. Building reasons canh be fixed with
money. You cannot buy befter weather, -you cannot buy more
land basically; the way things are nowadays. You cannot

buy survivability from the Russian subs.

You can build more buildings with money. So our
focus in closure was more in the mission area, and we did

not -- 1 do not believe we closed anything that had good

miesion scores.

MR. HOFFMANN: It seems to me the formula itself
can take you only so far, and what the formula actually did
do was, as the last meetings indicate, was give us a basis
on which we could evaluate and compare bases. It gave us

a methodology of learning about that base.

And then we, through a number of factors and
thoughts and considerations, kind of shook‘that whole cookie

can full of stuff and said, you know, we understood why

Ewas halfway up the list and you're not going to close

that and some of these other bases. And it kind of bumps

around.

Now, it seems to me that we're going to set a
trap for ourselves if we sit back and try to overly

rationalize the results based upon some mechanistic
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formula. The whole genius of the Commission was you get some
fairly smart people together with a decent staff and shake
this around. You'ré not looking for the absolutely best
decisions, and if we try to justify these as the absoclutely
best decisions, you know, I think we're leading with our chin;

We're going to come up with a good, rational
approach to doing this, having compared bases in categories.
And I think an attack where the Californians would say, gee,
you're picking on us and we're taking the brunt of this thing,
et cetera, that's going to come. The hell with that. We tock
a very good look at it and made the comparisons between bases,
and this is how it fell out, period.

But I think if we try to come out with this
elaborate mechanistic business that this is how we did it,
we've got to show we analyzed, we compared, we looked at
blocks of things as a whole within functional mission areas
and said, on the basis of logic, common sense, and the way
the world operates, this is it, and that's what they asked us
to do. -~

CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: But that is also part of the
formula. I mean, if you look at a scientific formula maybe
it's not. But part of the formula is to get yourself down to
a point where you have some rational views on facilities and

make some conclusions.

I just think that's part of the formula, that we are

= e .
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part of the formula. We didn't throw it all into a computer
and have it spit out what we're going to close.

MR. HANSEN: It goes back to what I said about
phase one wasn't meant to be the answer; it was meant to be a
starting place.

MR. MILNES: ﬁr. Chairman, maybe I can also add a
point to thLat, and that is that we tend to look at those
arrays, I mean when we're talking about it, as if the bases
on the bottom of the array were bases that were potential
candidates for closure.

Really, what that first phase did was told us what
area we should look at further to make all sorts of rational
decisions. It could mean that a base was overcrowded and
therefore we should unload some of that base so that it would
be more functional. |

So that the array in that phase one was designed
to, as you point out, allow us to narrow it down into an area
we ought to focus on. Not all those bases ére going to be
candidates for closure. They're going to be candidates for
all sorts of rational actions.

The other thing I think that's important to make
a point about is that we should contrast what we were doing
with what the classic Congressional model is. Normally, the
Department of Defense, if this was a classic Congressional

committee versus Department action, the Department would
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have gone through their own analysis without any

intervention whatscever from us.

They wculd have gone through the whole thing. It
would have been behind closed doors. We would have had no
access to that whatever. »And at the final analysis, we
would have gotten a pile of papers that would have stood
four or five feet high, and then we would have had to react
to that.

The main difference here, and a very unigue
opportunity that this Commission had, was to define the
process that the Department went through and work with the
Department step by step as they went through th;s back and
forth.

And this iterative aspect of this is really our
main strength; that allowed, as Mr. Hoffmann has pointed
out, the opportunity for the Commission to add its judgment
to what was going on. And that is an advantage that the
Congress never really ocets in other exercises like this.

GENERAL PQE: ' May I comment on that, too? There's
another difference there, Russ, and that is that for the
first time when the Department of Defense built that stack,
we had a haré time convincing them and some of us had to

talk to them, because we came from the services, they did
not have to take into accdunt the Congressional pressures.

and I may have told some of you, I had a chief

20 F ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-3300 |




A3

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

18

20

2

24

c v 48

of staff tell me one time when I was a colonel, he didn't
care if that thing was under water as long as Mr. Russell was
the Chairman. Now, that presumably meant that that stack
that came forward from the services was better, too, than it
had ever been before.

MR. SMITH: Well, another point to add to that is
that, instead of getting three stacks, an Army way, an Air
Force way, and a Navy way, we're geing to have a nice big
stack that has reasonably consistent bases, because we have
directed how the data needs to go together.

And so I think that really we will have the
foundation, if we can put it together right, to be sure that
we've considered all the alternatives and to he sure that we
have done the environmental things right and the economic
things right that would make this defensible.

CHAIRMAN RIBICOFF: I'm just curious. When do you
expect to give us the list of bases rationalized with
explanations for each base? When do we see khat?

MR. HANSEN: I think that the 9th or the 10th.

MR. BRYAN: About a week before the 13th, we hope
to have it so that you can take a look at it.

CHAIRMAN RIBICCFF: A week before the 13th?

MR. BRYAN: Roughly.

MR. CABOT: That's only a week from now.

MR. BRYAN: Yes. Some of it's being written

PANY, INC.
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already.

MR. EAGLETON: Base by base?

MR. BRYAN: Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: Let me just interject here on a
lighter note that General Poe is the Président of the 2air
Force Historical Associétion, and they have been publishing
a history of the Air Force. Master of Air Power General
Carl A. Spatz is one part of it. And in here it refers to
the First Pursuit Group, which was as I recall maybe the
first fighfer group --

GENERAL POE: The only cne we had at the time.

CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: -- was proposed to be moved from
Houston to Michigan. And a lot of folderol.took place, and
it says here in the history: "Even at that early date, the
move was slightly complicated by what was to become a
perennial protlem. The Texas Congressional delegation
inguired as to the necessity of the move away from
Ellington." )

(Laughter)

GENERAL POE: That was 1922.

CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: So it is not irrational that we
think in those terms as we try to put this thiﬁg together.

MR. CRAIB: And that's why we have a squadron of

Spads still in Houston.

(Laughter) i
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MR. HANSEN: Mr. Chairman, if we could, I would
1ike to proceed on with the agenda and turn it over briefly
to Russ Milnes to talk about what we have been able to
determine about property disposal in the implementation
phase and what that might'mean to us in terms of land
proceeds Or what that might mean to the Department in terms
of land proceeds.

MR. MILNES: Thank Yyou, Mr. Chairman.

The reason I want to raise this point at this
time is that it's an area that will tend to =- it's an area
that is one where we can have a lot of confusion about
property and how dees that £it in, especially when we talk
about such things as high value property.

There is a fundamental difference between the way
we can operate here as 2 commission and the way é

Congressional committee can operate, one that recommends

‘Jaws to be written.

1 think the first key is that unéer the statute
we are dealing with, the Commission is deéling with basicall
two fundamental recommendations, and they are closures and
realignments. That is going to become the binding part of
our work. |

part of the implementation of that will be

disposal of property in some cases. But I think it is

jmportant to recognize at the outset that disposing of

v
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property is not synonymous with closing bases, disposing of
property is not synonymous with realignment of bases, and

that what we're really talking about in closures and
reslignments is the movement of units from one place to
another or off a particular piece of property, and so that the
availability of that préperty for4disposa1 is really one that
will be determined later, and in fact the one that the
Commission has virtually no control over.

We have talked a lot about realizing property from
tre sale of a base and then using those proceeds later, and
certainly the statute provides for that option to the
Secretary. What it doesn't do, however, is it does not waive
+he Federal Property Act.

And because of that{ there is no way for the
Commission in its recommendations to lock in a disposal
result. 1In other words, if we were to see an opportunity to
sell property off to make those proceeds available to the
Secretary, if the Congress saw such an opporiunity they
could lock thag’into legislation. They would draft special
legislation that would say that a parcel -- and this was the
case in Fort Jackson, and there are many other examples
every year in the annual military construction authorization
bill.

There are at least a dozen or half a dozen examples

of land trapsfers where a parcel of property is designated

T -
EE T
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as surplus and that that is designated for sale or designated
to be transferred to a particular group, and the whole deal
is locked into legislation.

What we are faced with is the Federal Property
Act, and this is what it looks like for the Secretary.

(Viewgraph)

MR. MILNES: This is a chart which generally
describes the process that the Secretary will have to go
through in disposing of the property. It starts at the top
with the property being determined to be underutilized. That
really is something that happens after we make our
recommendations for closure.

He will look at a particular éroperty, the
Secretary will, and determine that it is available, that it's
going to =-- that it may become excess. Now, the first thing
that he has an opportunity to do under the statute is to
check with other military departments to see if there is a

.

need still within the DOD.
And some of the things that we've talked about

relative to guard and reserve or guard versus active units,
some of those things can be written into our recommendations
where federal property, where DOD property is involved. And
the Secretary will have the opportunity to implement that,
because that happens before anything else happens. KHe has

a chance to:check with other military departments.
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But once that check has gone on, that's where the
Secretary begins to lose control over the final outcome.

The next thing that we looked at is the McKinney
Act, and that's the availability of that property for use by
the homeless. And this is»something that goes =-- within the
federal government, it is a guestion that is asked to HUD and
then they have a chance to respond to that.

‘ And if they determine that there is a need for the
homeless or a parcel is needed, that is pretty much an
absolute requirement. They get to take that particular piece
of the base.

The next thing that will come up is the Department
is able to declare the property excess to the Defense
Department’'s needs. In other words, he has looked at the
Department and decided there's no further need in the
Department, but still that property is unavailable for sale.

The next thing that will happen will be a screening,
a federal screening under the Federal Properﬁy Act. And that
means all the other federal agencies have an opportunity to
take a look at that particular land for their use.

Now, current OMB policy has been that those kinds
of land transfers will be done at fair market value, although
that is still no certainty and some departments will argue in
favor of something less than fair market value. But there will

be a federal screening.
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The next thing, once the federal screening has

occurred and presumina that no federal agency takes the
property, you're able then to say that the property is
surplus. And now you're getting closer to being able to make
it available for sale, but-still not yet.

The next step will be the public benefit screening,
and what we're talking about there is use by the municipalities
and state governments and local governments for parks and
airports and for educational benefits. And there's a whole
list of activities.

Let me name a couple of others. some of which,
incidentally, can be transferred at fair market value, but
most of them will be at no cost and some of them will be at
less than fair market value. |

In any case, the disposal, it is not guaranteed
when you get into that public benefit screening that you will
get fair market value, and in most cases you will not. It
is once you pass the public benefit screeniﬁg that you're at
a pecint where you're up to sell the land. That is where you

can sell it.

And that is where our statute, the Base Closure

Statute, talks about the fact that the proceeds from that
sale will be returned to the base closure account and can
be used for a variety of purposes within the base closure

realm, which would include relocation of activities, but it
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also includes assistance to communities and planning
assistance to communities as well.

So the net result of going through this kind of
process is that it is very difficult for us at this point to
do two things. First of all, we certainly can't prescribe
in our report what's going to happen to the property,
because we have no control over it. No matter what we do in
terms of our recommendations, wé cannot bind anybody because
the Federal Property Act kicks in and takes over on this
particular issue.

CHAIRMAN RIBICOFF: I would say when you get the
report don't take that for granted, that everyone is going
to know it. I think you have to repeat what you just said
in the report to make it clear, so that we may not generate
those funds.

MR. MILNES: AAnd the second point is that even
those that are disposed of, it will take some time for that
to occur and that may -- and the proceeds may finally be
made available one way or another after 1995. Now, that in
noc way prohibi;s closure; but that is just a point of fact,
that much of the proceeds may not be available until after
the base closure; until after the prescribed statutory
period of five years that we are télking about.

Ncw; there will be obviéusly incentive for the

Department to move out smartly in this area and to work

Gioe: 7w ifs [}
L g
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these problems. And.in fact, one of the aspects that we will
be talking about in the report will deal with the way in which
the Department resolves the land use issue, and essentially

it needs to work from a community-centered, balanced

approach.

In other words, they're going to be working with
officials and communities to work out the best land use plan
for the transfer of those bases because, as we heard in
testimony, it's important that these bases be transferred
smoothly and quickly and that they don't just lay fallow.
2nd so there will be definite incentive to do that.

But the key point again to be made here is that
their closure and realignment is not synonymous with disposal
of property. That's a separate issue, one over which the
Commission has very little control.

MR. CABOT: I wish you would clarify something on
that, because we don't have the authority to decide about
what happens, but we sure as hell are going ko be
cross-examined @bout what we think will happen. And so we
can't ignore that.

We've got to make some guesses or some plans Or
suggest some plans or something. ‘

MR. MILNES: Yes, sir. And we intend to do that.

MR. CABOT: I don't think you can get off the hook

py saying it's not our responsibility. We're going to have

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
20 F ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202! §28-9300




10

n

12

13

14

15

16

1?7

18

19

21

24

- X1

to defend that side of it as best we can.

MR. MILNES: Absolutely, sir. And I think that my
point in bringing this up was not so much that we would not
say something about this, because clearly we need to, but
rather that when we start thinking about other alternatives
and possibilities that.really require them to be iocked in --
for example, we talked about taking parcels of land and
making them available for relocation of things and this
nature.

We don't have the power, just because we're an
advisory committee, to make that happen. The Congress does,
and it may be that we would recommend to the Secretary that
he pursue special legislation in certain instances. But it
is a difficult area for us to cget into in terms of making
things happen.

1 agree with you, Mr. Cabot, that we definitely
should address it and give our best estimate of what we
think is going to happen.with the bases that we are
recommending. _

GENERAL STARRY: Mr. Chairman, in that regard,
would you mind explaining therefore again the relationship
between what you just said and the numbers that we show in
+he cost-benefit analyses base by base as potential revenue
for realizing on the sale of the property?

MR. MILNES: Yes, sir. 1In fact, that's going to

R
R R
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GENERAL STARRY: I have another problem with that
model, which is we are showing scme numbers and the numbers
are =-- they are really estimates about what could happen
if we got down to the place where it's sold in the private
sector; which is a turiuous process as he has just

described.

The other thing -- and you will deal with that in
a moment, you say. But the other thing that bothers me
about the cost analysis is in many cases we have shown as
savings, I think we have shown as savings, and that is why
T am raising the guestion, amounts that are cost avoidance
figures and not savings.

In other words, if you're proposing to close a
base which houses a functicn, which function needs to be
performed in any event, then the function has a cost
associated with it and you're not going to save that cost
or you're not going to eliminate that cost by simply moving
the function somewhere else.

MR. HANSEN: Sir, we have not counted that
savings. The cost avoidance, the main cost avoidance we've
counted is planned MILCON at the base we would close.

GENERAL STARRY: But there's another line in

there which?—in addition to the MCA, there's another line

in there which, in some cases and not in every case, but

by -
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in some cases which shows some savings. Aand I'm worried --

MR. HANSEN: I'm sorry, sir, to interrupt, but -=-

GENERAL STARRY: 1In looking through this pile or
thié stack of enlightening information I've been confronted
with over the holidays, I am confused now as to whether or
not we are counting what is really cost avoidance as a
savings.

MR. HANSEN: The main savings that you have when you
consolidate is economies of Scale in your support structure.
The operation of the wing if we moved it is the same or
assumed to be the same, unless we know something different.

GENERAL STARRY: I would suggest we need to say that
in the report, because as you read through several of these
you begin to get it confused. At least I did.

MR. HOFFMANN: You see, this is one of the things
I think we have to come down on in the next presentation. A
1ot of what we're doing is highly artificial when it comes

.

to the numbers.

And you have to go back to kind of a simplistic
notion of how this thing operates. Number one, we're trying
to save money out of the defense budget. That's why we're
excluding the adjustment assistance and all of that stuff,
you see, because we're saving money out of the defense

budget.

Number two, we make all these assumptions based

ALDERSON UVMVIPANY, INC.
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This is why I came

down on this at the last meeting, okay.

We're going to assume

that if you declare that excess vis a vis the mission we do,

that it's going to percolzte down.
But it's going to get off the Defense Department

rolls. It may go to a communhity. Money may not change

hands. But this thing -- and you've got to make your six
years, particularly because some of these mines have been
heavily salted, you see, in the intervening years as the
Congress rushed to shore up a vulnerable base.

In many cases, we're going to have to use those
cost avoidance figures in ordervto move ourselves within the
if you try to find

six months. But I am just saying,

rationality there right down to the nines, you won't find
it.
It's got to be a concept that we're saying, hey,

we're trying to save the defense budget money, it may cost

A

some money in somebody else's budget to do that. But we have

a proéess and we're going to make a certain number of
assumptions for the purpose of doing this formula.

But in general, what you've got when you come
right down to it is this is a political decision to turn
this process over to a bunch of guys that ﬁre sitting around
this table and say, friends, do something that is generally

defensible and rational, and don't be;political, and

R .
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eliminate some bases.

That's why I'm saying that I think we've got to
be terribly careful that we don't try to cet too damn
precise and lose the lyric quality of Frank Carlucci as he
set this thing up and the egqually Concressional, you know,
thought process that went in that bill in which they have
done this to us, that chart, okay.

They're saying we're still subject to -- they
have switched over and said, the Defense Department can run
it, but you're still subject to the surplus property law.
And that is just bound to keep it confused. I think we
have to just say: HRey, here's how we're looking at this
thing; it's a rational man standard, and here it goes.

MR. EAGLETON: Will the gentleman yield?

Doug, a macro-estimate figure, the chart that you
put up on the wall, the one that we're only permitted to
see every third hour, and those were bases that we

presumptively closed last time, or whatever word you want

to use.

—_—

If you throw out the dollar figures for the
property; give all of the property to the homeless under
the McKinney Act or divert it for all the other purposes
that come prior to public sale, how many of those

presumptive pases fall out of or drop out of the six-year

magic number? e
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MR. HANSEN: Let me think. I've got a table in
front of me. '

MR. TRAIN: Do any of them fall out?

MR. HANSEN: Four or five.

CHAIRMAN EDWARDS: But that's a rhetorical question,
because we're not charged with making that judgment, are we?

MR. HANSEN: Making the judgment of? I'm not sure
which judgment you're referring to, sir.

CEAIRMAN EDWARDS: Well, as to whether we ought to
close a base or not, depending upen whether it coes to the
homeless or to a bottom line sale to & community or to a
developer. We're charged with weighing the appraised value
of the property, aren't we?

MR. HANSEN: Well, we charged ourselves with that.

MR. HOFFMANN: You sée, we're given a formula. It
has to meet that spec, that the closure pays for itself in

six years.

MR. EAGLETON: That's our formula?‘

MR. HOFFMANN: No, that's the formuia we're given.
But we're not told what the values are. They don't say, now
use the following elements. We invent that.-

MR. EAGLETON: We invented the property value.

MR. HANSEN: Perhéps if I could go to the next
two charts I had, it might at least focus the debate a little

pit on the .same subject. The main purpose of the debate was

s I ve e T
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to focus on this very issue.

MR. EAGLETON: But don't forget that one.

(Viewgraph)

MR. HANSEN: This is a chart, "Notional Impact of
TOA." This happens to be Army, and it's definitely notional.

MR. CABOT: Definitely what?

MR. HANSEN: Notional. It means we're not trying
to ascribe anything tc it. This is a hypothetical case.
That's pretty accurate. What this shows over time is
the effect on the Army's budget of doing what we might have
already decided to do presumptively.

The first thing that has to happen is you have to
design construction projects and you have to spend money on
construction and ydu have to spend money to move activities.
And here, coming along in FY '94 on a very corservative best
guess is some land proceeds coming in. Then you start to

save the operating cost.

A3

Now, if we get delayed in this process or if we
don't realize the proceeds, then the land proceeds aren't
available to us. Now, I can tell you that the land proceeds
that this chart shows reflect what the Army's best guess of
what they will really get out of this, and that becomes the
focus of my second chart.

(Viewgraph)
MR. HANSEN: I would like to pass around copies of

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.-
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¢this and caution you again that this is the list that we get
to see once every three hours, and consegquently this needs
to be guarded, et cetera, et cetera.

Now, what I've done here and what I've referred to
as the theoretical analysis == that is, the Commission has -~
this is the way the Commission has determined to do it: to
take the full fair market value for the highest and best

use of property, regardless of whether we know it's going

to revert to a park, et cetera.

And that is, if you will, the macroeconomic view
and 1 personally think the correct macroeccnomic view of how
the Commission should look at this.

The other part of the column says, how would DOD
jock at this. Well, let's take the very fi;st one on the
list. It's on the top for a reason. DOD knows it's not
going to get §555 million for the presidio. It's going to
revert to a park.

DOD knows at best they're going to get $36 million}
and in fact that's optimistic, to be honest with you. So
the net one-time savings in the theoretical analysis is a

big plus, $489, almost $500 million right up front, because

,of this valuable property.

But in the real world, it's a bill to the
Department of $28 million. Now, that's a good bill because

they're going to spend $28 million in order to save $74

e
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million a year. So it's worth doing. So the payback changes.

Now, in answer to Senator Eagle;on's guestion, if
the land proceeds come in, not all at zero, but at some value
—- and I've tried to roughly calculate the years; I have not
used the models on these -- only in two cases, Very small
ones, does the payback get bigger than our six years when it
wasn't already known to be bigger already, like Cameron
Station where we had known it to be seven.

Now, if &ou seroed all of the land proceeds out,
then some would grow on that list. Now, let me tell you why,
one other thing in here, one other thing is going on. There
are six bases under land proceeds in the DOD real world
analysis where you can see == let's take-the very first one,
Pueblo, fourth one down.

pueblo on the real scale, 2.3; theoretical scale,
I've shown it as zero. There is no reversion clause for
Pueblo. The problem with Pueblo is a $50 million
environmental cléanup bill, and my assumptioh was when the
environmental cleanup bill exceeded the land value that
essentially made the land value zero, because nobody in their

right mind is going to spend $50 million to gain $2.3

.million, right?

and in fact, Pueble is even further complicated by
the fact that the real problem there is chemical

demilitarization, which we will talk to later.

UNCLASSIRE;
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' MR. TRAIN: Now, wait a minute. If DOD is obligated
to at some point clean up yéur $50 million hazardous waste
sites, it's going to have to clean it up anyway.

MR. HANSEN: Yes, sir.

MR. TRAIN: Why do you show, then, that particular
calculatiorn you just described, show that as a net cost?

MR. MILNES: Sir, let me add something to that to
answer the gquestion. The idea is that pob definitely has
liability to follow through on cleanup, and the point here
is that the pfoceeds likely would not be made available in
any reascrable time and the sale of the land -- it will take
some time before we go out to the point of selling the land.

In the case of Pueblo, as an example, that
demilitarization will -- the incineration of chemical
weapons will go well over the 1995 time frame, at least as
we understand it now.

So this is not to imply that the Department of
Defense will not follow through on their liébilities and
their responsibility, but rather in terms of when will DOD
have to pay for different things.

MR. TRAIN: Okay, this is the real world analysis.

MR. HANSEN: Sir, the application was would you
spend base closure account money to clean up? For instance,
pPresidio has an estimated $2 million cleanup. Would you
spend base closure money to clean up the Presidio in order

INCLASSIFiEp
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to gain $36 million in valué? Yes. So the base closure
account is going to pay for that.

Would you spend base closure account money,
$50 million, in order to gain $2.3 million? No. We leave
that for the Department's environmental cleanup program to
do. Consequently, thé actual disposal of the property will
oc~ur outside of the '95 window, and therefore will not go
into the account and any proceeds we would get eventually
for that property would go to the Treasury.

That's the purpose cf the way I've calculated it.

MR. MILNES: Actually, the idea behind the DOD
real world analysis is to get a sense of what the
Department is going to have to pay to make these
recqmmendations happen.

MR. HANSEN: Ané that's what the last column
shows you, that the bill, as best we can determine, to the
Department before we sfart today's deliberations is roughly
$700 million in order to gain $606 million in steady state
savings =-- 8 good deal. |

and therefore, that's why these are all still
solid recommendations for the most part.

GENERAL POE: The most important thing to me
and some of us who have been involved in this, it takes
three or four years to get eight acres for a school off the

site of a base.. Toe most important thing is the message

g, LSS
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to 0SD and to the Congress saying, you're going to have to put

some money in this thing or it's not going to work. None of
those units are going to move unless you put some ﬁoney in
there.

(Viewgraph) ’

MR. HANSEN: That goes back to this, Generzl Poe,
if I could. This is a cash flow problem as long as it's a
good deal, spend 700 to get 600 a year. That's 2 good deal.
But it's a cash flow problem for the Department. They've got
to spend up front in order to get it later.

MR. CABOT: It seems you've ignored Mr. Train's
point. Take Pueblo. You're charging the base closure
account for the $42 million of cleanup.'

MR. HANSEN: No, sir, that'é ﬁot cleanup. That's
the cost of moving the activities out of Pueblo. Cleanup is
not on here.

MR. CABOT: 1It's not on here ever?

MR. HANSEN: No. We haven't chargéd the account
for that. What.we have said is the fact that it greatly
exceeds the value of the land says that it's unlikely that
the base closure account would be used to clean up the
property.

We wou;d go ahead and stick with the normal
Department's cleanup procedures. It will eventually be

cleaned up, but eventually for the base closure account is

iELASSIRIED
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+too late for us. It has to be cleaned up for '95. 1In fact,

69

it has to be cleaned up in the first year or two because it
takes at least three years to sell a piece of property. So if
we don't get it cleaned up in the first year or two, then it's
not going to be in our account. And that was a different

consideration.

That concludes the briefings that we had to sort
of set the stage for today.

. MR. SMITH: Mr. Chairman, if I could comment On
this issue, because I think this is an issue that could well
bollix up the whole implementation and make it very, very
difficult for the services to do this if they are going to
be forced to take this money out of their hide.

I think =-- and maybe, Russ, you can comment on
this. I think that the authors of this bill really had in
mind that Defense would have the ability to sell this excess
real estate and get their hands on the proceeds gquickly. 1
know that the one thing they did do overtly‘was to put DOD
in charge of it, instead of the GSA, and that DOD will have
somebody from GSA sitting with them} I guess, to sort of
bless the process; and that clearly the ground rules in the
recent past by OMB have been that other federal agencies
aren't going to pick up this land unless they pay fair

market value.

So is there any reason to expect, Russ, that this
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process can't go fairly rapidly, that if Defense is in

charge and if it's clearly the intent of everybody to get
this excess nroperty out on the private sector rolls as
guickly as possible; is there any reason to think that this
is going to get bollixed up oI slowed way down?

wR. MIINES: I think that -- well, if I can just
comment on the whole idea. Certainly the authors of the
bill had in mind making -- moving the property fairly
rapidly. That'is why it was the recommendation to waive
the Federal Property Act, to avoid all these loopholes.
"Loopholes" isn't the right word, but impediments to moving
the property quickly.

But unfortunately; through the legislative history
the appropriate committees weighed in on that particular
issue and reguired that the Department still follow the
Federal Property Act, recognizing that it was going to
create some additional impediments.

The Department has already been meeting with GSA
and we have had a chance to also meet with GSA to talk about
how can we make this happen as expeditiously as possible.
Ané the theme that's emerging from that is the importance
of this lard use plan that's developed with the community.
1f you can get all the competing interests in the room Or
all the interests in the room who want to work that

particular ljand use plan and work for a balanced approach,

UNCLASSIFED
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then when you implement the Federal Property Act it can co

vefy guickly because all the parties have agreed in advance
how this is goingvto work out, and then it's just a matter of
going through step by step.

Now, that's the ideal, and the Department of
Defense has great igcentive to work that particular action.
The fact that they are in charge will be of some, obviously,
some benefit, that DOD is in charge. It will give them much
more ability to be in control.

But when you look at the rules that they have to
work under and the laws that they have to work under, their
discretion is scmewhat limited. So that they can't just turn
this property disposal action around just because they happen
to be running it.

They're going to be charged with implementing the
same laws and regulations that GSA has ana following the
same pattern, and so I think there will be great incentive
to move it. I think as a result of that property probably
will be disposea-of more guickly.

But certainly, the idea that the authors of the bill
had iﬁ mind, which is that we could glean a lot of funds from
the sale of property and make it available to the base
closure account, I think that was largely thwarted when they
were forced to leave in or forcéd to remove the waiver of
the Federal Property Act. They lost a lot of ground on that,

‘th 5 ?S !F ﬁ' E
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MR. SMITH: I think, Mr. Chairman, we could doc some

72

productive things in the report in this area. Number one,

I would like to see somebody do an analysis of what it would

take with DOD running this thing to actually get a piece of

oroperty on the market, how long that process would take,
look at the regs, look at what you could bypass, shortstop.
The regs always have ways to get around the normal procedure.

But if Defense is running this thing, how long is
it going to take. Do that on a time scale, and if it in fact
is going to take two years or three years or four ye